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GREAT BETRAYAL 



IN THE 



UNITED NATIONS 



"This generation of Jews drove an empire behind barbed wires 
and forced a decision from the United Nations . . ." 

Rabbi Abba Hillel Silver in speech at Zionist celebra- 
tion mass meeting in New York, December 2nd, 1947. 
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THE twenty-ninth of November, 1947, will go down in history 
as the blackest day for the United Nations. It was a day o£ 
shame, a day of betrayal, not only of the Arabs but also o£ the United 
Nations Charter itself and of all the principles of international 
justice. On that day it was demonstrated beyond doubt that a 
mighty cabal of top American Zionists could indeed force a deci- 
sion from the United Nations by bringing pressure on the United 
States Government and by ordering that Government to "crack 
the whip" over the United Nations delegates to line them up for 
partition. On that day it was established that justice, logic and 
common sense, which should govern the deliberations of the 
United Nations delegates, could be subordinated to power politics, 
blackmail and undue pressure. 
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From the time it was contemplated to bring the Palestine 
question before the United Nations it was obvious thai Eor certain 
big Powers— for domestic or international reasons too transparent 
to point out— were already committed in favor of the Zionists. In 
the discussion of the Palestine question by their delegates, the 
factual and legal substance of the question was deftly shunted and 
studiedly avoided. In their case the Palestine "problem" was dealt 
with as a fait accompli. No interest was taken in the substance of 
the question under discussion; no effort was shown by represent- 
atives of those powers to determine the legality, validity or justice 
of the steps and actions which brought about this accomplished 
fact. Frankly, and often admittedly, this accomplished fact had 
been recognized as a fact of aggression. Hundreds of thousands of 
illegal immigrants of the Jewish faith who were dumped in 
Palestine against the wishes of its people were given an equal 
status in Palestine with the Arabs who are the owners of that 
country and the overwhelming majority. It should not be sur- 
prising that this majority has been and still is determined to 
defend their right to self-determination and independence to the 
bitter end. In defiance of Arab pleas to include in the inquiry an 
investigation of the legality of the Balfour Declaration and of the 
British Mandate, the United Nations Special Committee on Pales- 
tine (UNSCOP) was sent on its mission without including such 
an investigation in its terms of reference. As early as last spring, 
therefore, it was obvious that the dice were already loaded in 
favor of the Zionists. 

These were the reasons which made the Arabs lose confidence 
in the fairness of the inquiry and which, consequently, made them 
boycott the UNSCOP. The scandals surrounding the activities of 
some members of that commission and their biased utterances, 
even before the commission's report came out in favor of the 
Zionists, are too well-known to be repeated here. 

It was not surprising, therefore, that the majority report of 
the UNSCOP recommending the partition of Palestine was found 
by the Arabs and by fair-minded delegates in the United Nations 




to rest on no legal or moral foundation. Impartial observers coi 
not but be impressed by the moral earnestness of the Arab dele- 
gates and other delegates who supported their stand in the Ad 
Hoc Committee on Palestine and in the plenary meetings of the 
General Assembly. Their logical, sound and forceful arguments 
which tore the UNSCOP majority report to shreds, however, were 
completely ignored and by-passed. It was not logic and interna- 
tional law which won the battle at Lake Success and Flushing 
Meadows; it was the sinister forces of under-handed scheming, 
wire-pulling, political maneuverings and pressure. 

On the last few days of the General Assembly session there 
was witnessed a most shameful scandal. Lobbying was thrown to 
the winds; cajoling began to take the place of persuasion and 
pressure the place of argument. There is strong and cumulative 
evidence, sometimes borne out by timid testimonies and some- 
times by angry protests, that pressure by the United States Gov- 
ernment was brought to bear on certain Little Nations to change 
their vote from persistent rejection of the partition plan to one 
of approval. ' These nations were not merely taking the side of 
the Arabs for reasons of friendship or common interest. They 
were seriously concerned with the safety and integrity of the 
United Nations organization itself. They warned that the prece- 
dent of the Palestine partition, wrong as it is in itself, may be but 
a symptom of the subjugation of this world organization for order 
and peace by the manipulating forces of power politics. 

Fully realizing the great power which American Zionists ex- 
ercized in the United States, the Arab representatives were fearful 
lest Zionist fingers reach to the inner sanctum of the United 
Nations, and through their tremendous influence and power force 
a decision in their favor. The Arab representatives were anxious 
that the United States do not use its own influence to coerce or 
cajole other nations or "to whip into line" certain nations which 
could not see eye to eye with the Zionists on this question of 
Palestine. 
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Following his speech before the Plenary opening meeting of 
the General Assembly The Hon. George Marshall, Secretary of 
State of the United States and head of the United States delegation 
to the United Nations, twice assured the Arab representatives that 
while the United States gives great weight to the majority report, 
it does not necessarily mean that it will vote for partition. At their 
first meeting with Secretary Marshall the Arab representatives 
declared that it is the right and privilege of the United States to 
vote for partition or against it. They wished only to be assured 
that the United States Government will not go out of its way to 
convince or coerce other nations to vote for partition. Later, at a 
meeting between Secretary Marshall and Prince Faisal, the former 
assured His Royal Highness that the United States will instruct its 
diplomatic representatives abroad to observe neutrality in this 
question. 

At the last meeting of the Ad Hoc Committee on Palestine 
the majority report of the UN SCOP, virtually unchanged, was 
passed by a bare majority. The voting stood then at 25 for parti- 
tion, 13 against, 17 abstaining and 2 absent. It was then that the 
Zionists realized that their dream of a Jewish State was being 
shattered and vanishing into thin air. Frantically they pressed the 
United States Government to do something to save the situation 
for them. This something turned out to be nothing less than the 
application of high political and economic pressure on nations 
which had consistently voted against partition or abstained from 
voting on this issue. 

Three days later, on the 29th of November, the General As- 
sembly ratified the Ad Hoc Committee's resolution by a secure 
two- thirds majority. The roll call showed 33 for partition, 13 
against, 10 abstaining and 1 absent. Seven countries which had 
abstained swung over to the side of partition, while others which 
had definitely voted against partition made a round about face. 
In the column of opposition of all the Central and South American 



epublics Cuba alone stood its ground to the last against partition. 
Belgium, France, Haiti, Liberia, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, 
New Zealand— all of which had abstained in the Ad Hoc Com- 
mittee final vote— shifted to the column of partition, as did Para- 
guay and the Philippines which were absent at the Ad Hoc Com- 
mittee voting. In several cases the representatives of finally "con- 
vinced" countries had spoken only a few days previously in the 
name of their governments, rejecting the partition plan. Belgium 
and New Zealand, which had abstained and had given their rea- 
sons for so doing, finally voted for partition. The realignment of 
Haiti, Liberia and the Philippines, and the 1 almost forced absence 
of Siam were enough to guarantee carrying the two-third majority 
necessary for the adoption of the partition plan. 

What happened between the night of November 26 and the 
afternoon of November 29? 

Thanksgiving Day— a national holiday in the United States- 
fell on Thursday, November 27th. Consequently there was no 
Assembly meeting. When the Assembly resumed session on 
Friday, November 28, a proposal by Colombia for a long-range 
postponement of the voting was made, in order that both sides— 
the Arabs and Zionists— be given another chance to find a middle 
ground of agreement. This proposal was voted down, and a 
French proposal for a twenty-four hour postponement was passed 
instead. These twenty-four hours gave the friends of partition a 
last minute chance to "line up" some of the "recalcitrant" States 
which had opposed partition. During this period the Zionist high 
pressure men, within the United States Congress and outside, got 
frantically busy. It is a fact known to many that hundreds of tele- 
grams were sent to the Philippines, that pressure was brought to 
bear on Siam to prevent its new minister in Washington from tak- 
ing his seat in the Assembly in place of Prince Subha Svasti Svasti- 
vat, who was forced to resign because of a shift in his government. 
Frantic efforts were made to force a change of stand in the Liberian 
home government. 
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1 1 is generally known, and was openly avowed at the time, 
that Zionists from all parts of the United States deluged the United 
States Government, the Department of State and President Tru- 
man with wires and telephone messages pleading for something 
to be done to change the situation and secure the partition of 
Palestine. Zionist newspaper writers from their editorial sanctums 
and Rabbis from their pulpits spoke with boldness and vehemence. 
They begged; they demanded; they threatened! They even ac- 
cused the President of the United States and his Department of 
State of not doing enough, of insincerity and lack of conviction 
in their stand on partition. They virtually "ordered" them to go 
out and get busy. On November 26, The New York Post expressed 
its regrets editorially that some of the United Nations most closely 
associated with the United States saw fit to refuse it support on 
the partition vote. The editorial categorically listed France, Bel- 
gium, the Netherlands, Luxembourg, Greece, Turkey, Iran, 
China, the Philippines, Cuba, El Salvador, Honduras and Mexico 
as recalcitrant nations. It threatened them with the resurrection 
of nascent American isolationism. There is tortuous reasoning in 
the Post editorial linking American isolation with the support of 
inalienable Arab rights in Palestine. Besides, the assumption that 
Iran and Turkey are closer to the United States than to the Arab 
States, or that their interests would be jeopardized by their refusal 
to support partition is rather naive. Nonetheless, there is much 
truth in the assumption of the Post editorial that a number of 
wavering States would have voted against partition had no pres- 
sure been brought upon them "from the highest source." Another 
Zionist writer, with impudence rarely equalled, declared that "the 
sincerity of the United States support of partition as the solution 
for the Palestine problem goes on trial today as the United Nations 
Assembly prepares to cast its final and decisive vote on the issue." 

With this in mind, it is little wonder that the common im- 
pression at Lake Success and Flushing Meadows, as reflected in 
newspaper news and editorial columns, was that the American 
delegation was "under instructions" from the "highest level" in 
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Washington, not only to vote for partition but to make others 
vote for it. 

The pressure put by the United States delegation on member 
nations, whether at Lake Success or in Washington, was as raw as 
it was obvious. The following incidents are only specimens indi- 
cating to what extent the United States was willing to go to appease 
and to please the Zionists. 

a) The delegate of Siam was at first accepted as vice-chairman 
of the Ad Hoc Committee until he showed his intention of voting 
against partition, when he was then threatened that his creden- 
tials would be refused, on the ground that a coup d'etat had taken 
place in his country. He was forced to keep away. 

b) On Wednesday, November 26, the delegate of Haiti made a 
strong speech against partition on instructions from his Govern- 
ment. On Saturday, November 29, he circulated a note to all 
delegations explaining that he was voting for partition in accord- 
ance with fresh instructions by his Government. The Haitian 
delegate could not find words to describe his shame and was seen 
in the lobby with tears in his eyes. Being a sincere and honorable 
man he could not hide the fact that his Government was forced to 
surrender to pressure into changing its instructions to him. 

c) General Carlos P. Romulo, head of the Philippine delega- 
tion, made a strong and courageous speech on Wednesday, de- 
nouncing partition and declaring that "at the behest of my Gov- 
ernment" the Philippines Republic regrets its inability "to approve 
of or participate in a solution of the Palestine problem that would 
involve the encouragement of political disunion and enforcement 
of measures that would amount to the territorial mutilation of 
the Holy Land." 

But on Saturday, and in the absence of General Romulo, two 
Philippines delegates appeared, each claiming different instruc- 
tions—one to vote against partition as instructed by the head of 
his delegation, the other supporting partition according to fresh 
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instructions from his Government. It is an established fact the 
strong pressure was put on the Philippines Government by a 
group of United States Senators. The Philippines was actually 
threatened, according to reliable information, that the United 
States Government would refuse to grant it the loan it had asked 
for unless it voted for partition. Thus the Arabs lost also the 
Philippines vote. 

d) At the Ad Hoc Committee the Liberian delegate abstained 
from voting but it was known in the lobbies of the United Nations 
that she intended to vote against partition. Thereupon the Jewish 
Agency and its pressure squads threatened this delegate— Mrs. 
Ellen Mills-Scarborough— with physical violence, which caused her 
to ask for police protection. On Saturday, however, due to heavy 
pressure on the Liberian Government, the Liberian delegation 
supported partition. 

Presumably this intensified activity by United States officials, 
on instructions from "on high" in Washington, was applied only 
in proportion to pressure applied by the Zionists. "As the debate 
progressed," stated an article in The New York Sun dated Novem- 
ber 26, "increased lobbying was apparent in the corridors and the 
delegates lounges. Members of the American delegation were busy 
buttonholing delegates who were among the seventeen who ab- 
stained from voting in yesterday's straw ballot." 

Two days previously The New York Daily Mirror had stated: 

"Increased U. S. campaign among the doubtful States, both in 
and out of the big Palestine Committee, heartened officials of the 
Jewish Agency and other supporters of partition." 

The most direct accusation, which to our knowledge has not 
been challenged, came from an American newspaperman— Drew 
Pearson— who devoted his column, dated December 3rd, to this 
very betrayal. He opened his column with these words: 

"Few knew it, but President Truman cracked down harder on 
his State Department than ever before to swing United States votes for 
the partition of Palestine." 
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Mr. Pearson does not stop there. He wrote that the Sta 
Department was not in favor of partition, and that President Tru- 
man received "inside word" that State Department officials were 
sabotaging the President's policy for partition. The gist of Mr. 
Pearson's column is that President Truman called Acting Secre- 
tary Robert Lovett to the White House on Wednesday (November 
26) and again Friday (November 28) and warned him that he 
would demand a "full explanation if nations which usually line 
up with the United States failed to do so on Palestine." 

Pearson's column specifically names Mrs. Eleanor Roosevelt 
among those who urged the President "to get busy", declaring she 
would have to resign from the American delegation to the United 
Nations if partition failed because of State Department "fumbling." 
Many Americans— two mentioned by name by Mr. Pearson— were 
said to have used their influence with member nations to secure 
. the two-third majority in favor of partition. We quote again from 
Pearson's column: 

"In the end, a lot of people used their influence to whip voters 
into line. 

"Harvey Firestone, who owns rubber plantations in Liberia, got 
busy with the Liberian Government. 

"Adolph Berle, adviser to the President of Haiti, swung that 
vote" 

A little more than a month later, Drew Pearson wrote in his 
column: 

"It didn't leak out, but one thing that helped turn the tide in favor 
of the partition vote for Palestine was a telegram from twenty-six 
U. S. Senators to twelve United Nations delegations on the fence. The 
telegram was drafted by Democratic Senator Bob Wagner of New York 
and was sent to Haiti, Greece, Luxembourg, Argentina, Colombia, 
China, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Honduras, Mexico, the Philippines and 
Paraguay. Of these four countries, Haiti, Paraguay, Luxembourg and 
the Philippines finally changed their vote . . ." 
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It is needless to say that the representatives of the various 
Arab States in the Assembly were fully aware of these activities. 
Almost every one of them who spoke in the last few days of the 
Ad Hoc Committee's meetings and in the General Assembly dwelt 
on this topic. The Arab representatives spoke frankly and often 
bitterly in denouncing this pressure. Some of them indicated in 
their speeches that as long as such undue interference and pressure 
on the side of one or more of the Big Powers exists, it is impossible 
for the Arabs to receive justice at the hands of the United Nations. 

Equally significant are statements complaining of this undue 
interference and pressure which appeared in speeches made by 
non-Arab delegates. Most important of these, and constituting a 
direct accusation, came from the brave Cuban delegation which 
stubbornly bucked the strong stream of Zionist and United States 
pressure combined. Deliberately and boldly, Dr. Ernesto Dihigo 
of Cuba concluded his speech on November 28 with these words: 

"Having formed and given our view, we feel that we have to 
express our view through our vote, in the maintenance of consistency, 
in spite of pressure which has been brought to bear upon us." 

On the same day, Dr. Alfredo Lopez of Colombia admitted 
that without the strong backing of the United States and the USSR 
the Palestine partition project would never have made its way to 
the General Assembly. Then he went on to say: 

"Here it may eventually be adopted, but we submit that reluctant 
votes, recruited with irrelevant eleventh hour appeals, will not improve 
its position in the opinion of the outside world." 

The Pakistan delegation spoke feelingly on this subject. On 
November 28, Sir M. Zafrullah Khan said: 

"Those who have no access to what is going on behind the scenes 
have known enough from the press to have a great fear in their hearts 
not only on this question — because this is one individual question 
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that has come up — but that the deliberations and decisions of this 
great body in which the hopes of the world for the future are centered 
will not on crucial questions be left free. 

"This is a solemn moment, solemn in the history of the world, 
in the history of this great — let us hope, at least, great — Organization. 
The United Nations is today on trial. The world is watching and will 
see how it acquits itself, again, perhaps, not so much from the point 
of view of whether partition is approved or not approved, but from 
the point of view whether any room is to be left for the exercise of 
honest judgment and conscience upon these important questions 
when they come up for decision." 

More pointed still were the remarks of Mr. Mohammed Ayub 
of the same delegation on the following day. Like that of Senor 
Dihigo, Mr. Ayub's statement constitutes a direct and unchal- 
lenged accusation. The passage of his speech in which this occurs 
follows: 

"We did succeed in persuading a sufficient number of our fel- 
low representatives to see the right as we saw it. . . . We entertain no 
sense of grievance against such of our friends and fellow representa- 
tives who have been compelled, under heavy pressure, to change sides 
and to cast their votes in support of a proposal, the justice and fair- 
ness of which do not commend themselves to them. Our feeling for 
them is one of sympathy that they should have been placed in a posi- 
tion of such embarrassment between their judgment and conscience 
on one side and the pressure to which they and their governments 
were being subjected on the other." 

There is a popular saying that, "where there is smoke 
there must be fire." We submit we have pointed out to the reader 
much smoke, and we are sure there was fire behind that smoke. 
Our surprise is not that in the Second Session of the United 
Nations General Assembly there was evidence of unlawful inter- 
ference in the deliberations of the delegates and undue pressure 
brought to bear upon them and their governments, but that such 
interference and pressure did not create a furor in the American 
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press or in the United States Congress in Washington. We leave 
it to the fair judgment of the reader if this is not another proof of 
the great influence which the Zionists exercise in this country! 

Conspicuous for their courage are a few voices which have 
been almost futilely raised in the United States Congress in pro- 
test against this Great Betrayal. 

On December 18, Representative Lawrence H. Smith of 
Wisconsin delivered a speech in Congress on the subject of the 
Palestine partition and the pressure on United Nations delega- 
tions and their governments from officials "at the highest levels in 
Washington. " Congressman Smith called this a "serious charge" 
and demanded that Congress authorize "a full-dress investigation 
so that the people of this country may know that the United 
Nations has been used in this instance as a vehicle of torture and 
not as an instrumentality of international justice." 

Whether the United States Congress follows this suggestion 
and authorizes an investigation in this matter or not we believe 
it is up to the United Nations to purge itself of this stigma of 
being used "as an instrumentality of torture" and as a tool in the 
hands of this or that Big Power. 

We repeat, it is a betrayal of the very essence and existence 
of the United Nations. An investigation of pressure and outside 
influence on this international body seems to us to be imperative 
and urgent. For the United Nations consists of sovereign and 
independent nations and is not a supergovernment with an 
executive in Washington or in Moscow 1 

It is therefore the duty of each and every member State of 
the United Nations, anxious to save it from the fate of the League 
of Nations, to do everything in its power to persuade the 
Assembly to expunge the recommendations concerning the parti- 
tion of Palestine. These recommendations have already brought 
infamy on this Organization. 



These member States should furthermore refuse to take part 
in any scheme which aims at implementing the Assembly's recom- 
mendation on the partition of Palestine. Any such scheme will 
make of the United Nations an instrument of aggression and will 
bring to the Holy Land nothing but bloodshed and suffering. 

It must not be said that a group of willful, aggressive, petu- 
lent Zionists— a minority among the Jews of the world— could 
boast that they "have forced a decision from the United Nations." 

The Zionists and their supporters contend that the Arabs, by 
their refusal to accept the partition recommendations, are defying 
the will and authority of the United Nations. The Arabs of Pales- 
tine wish to take this opportunity to reaffirm their oft-repeated 
declarations that they are asking for nothing more than the vindi- 
cation and the application in their case of the principles of inter- 
national justice as embodied in the Charter of the United Nations. 
They pin their hopes on that Charter. They desire no more than 
to have a free, democratic, undivided Palestine. They will abide 
only by the principles which govern all democratic, peace-loving 
nations. 
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